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1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the additional expansion zipper and 
the internal stiffening member in claims 27, 32 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from 
the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

2. The declaration under 37 CFR 1.131 has been considered but they are not sufficient to 
overcome the rejections under Hsieh. It is noted that only certain embodiment, notably the 
embodiment in fig. 3 is supported by the declaration. Furthermore, the added zipper in claim 26 
is not supported by the presented evidence. Also, the wheel structure in Fig. 5 does not have 
sufficient support. Furthermore, the assertions in paragraphs 3, 5, 6 are incorrect since there are 
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two separate dates of priority and one date of priority is supported by the declaration. In 
response to this office action, applicant is required to point out exactly what limitations in each 
of the claims are covered by the evidence shown in the declaration under 37 CFR 1.131 and 
detailing the corresponding support in the evidence. Applicant is also need to correct said 
paragraphs 3, 5-6 to provide the correct information detailing certain claims are being invention 
with two separate priorities covering two separate embodiments and what features are covered 
by the evidence. In view of this insufficient and incorrect declaration, the rejection over Hsieh is 
maintained. 

3. Claims 1 , and 26-37 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The claim set forth the limitations that there is no internal/external perimeter framing and 
reinforcing side, base and back panels. However, it is noted that there are supporting panels 25, 
and 18 that are required to support the luggage wheels and handles. 

4. Claims 1, 26, 31, 32, and 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nykoluk (6062356) in view of Lee (5284542) or Chang (20040101669). Nykoluk teaches a 
device that having the means of zipper arrangement that provide the expansion and opening. 
Nykoluk '874 meets all claimed limitations except for the material being molded foamed plastic. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the case from foamed 
plastic as taught by Lee or Chang to provide the desired material for the case. 

Regarding claim 31, note the piping 51 in Figs. 2, 7. 
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5. Claims 27, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nykoluk rejection, as set forth above in paragraph 4, and further in view of Kotskin, Jr. 
(47735 15). Kotskin teaches that it is known in the art to provide additional section of zip 
fasteners. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide additional 
sections of zip fasteners as taught by Kotskin to provide additional room for the contents. 

Regarding claim 33, Kotskin teaches that it is known in the art to provide multiple 
pipings as shown in Fig. 4. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide additional pipings as claimed to provide added support at the zipper. 

6. Claim 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the Nykoluk 
rejection, as set forth above in paragraph 4, in view of Ikelheimer (6102172). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide corrugations as taught by Ikelheimer to 
enable the manufacture of the shells easily. 

7. Claims 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nykoluk 
rejection, as set forth in paragraph 4, and further in view of either Nykoluk et al. (6629588) or 
Mitomi et al. (5447261). To the degree it is argued that Nykoluk combination does not teach the 
indentations at the corners. Either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi teaches that it is known in the art to 
provide indentations at the corners. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to provide indentations at the corners as taught by either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi to provide the 
desired wheel assembly for the case. 

8. Claims 1, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hsieh (200500565 1 1) in view of Nykoluk (6062356), and further in view of 
Lee. Hsieh teaches a soft molded suitcase. Hsieh meets all claimed limitations except for the 
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material being foamed plastics EVA. Lee teaches that it is known in the art to provide foamed 
plastic EVA in making a luggage. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to provide foamed plastic as taught by Lee to provide the desired material for the luggage. With 
respect to the zipper arrangement that provide the expansion. Nykoluk teaches that it is known 
in the art to provide a zipper arrangement having additional expansion along with the piping 
support. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the zipper 
arrangement having additional expansion as taught by Nykoluk to enable one to store additional 
material. 

9. Claim 27, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsieh 
rejection, as set forth above in paragraph 8, and further in view of Kotskin, Jr. (4773515). 
Kotskin teaches that it is known in the art to provide additional section of zip fasteners. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide additional sections of zip 
fasteners as taught by Kotskin to provide additional room for the contents. 

Regarding claim 33, Kotskin teaches that it is known in the art to provide multiple 
pipings as shown in Fig. 4. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide additional pipings as claimed to provide added support at the zipper. 

10. Claim 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsieh rejection, 
as set forth above in paragraph 8, in view of Ikelheimer (6102172). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide corrugations as taught by Ikelheimer to enable the 
manufacture of the shells easily. 

1 1 . Claims 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsieh 
rejection, as set forth in paragraph 8, and further in view of either Nykoluk et al. (6629588) or 
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Mitomi et al. (5447261). To the degree it is argued that Nykoluk combination does not teach the 
indentations at the corners. Either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi teaches that it is known in the art to 
provide indentations at the corners. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to provide indentations at the corners as taught by either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi to provide the 
desired wheel assembly for the case. 

12. Claims 1, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Van Him Beek in view of either Chang (20040101669) or Lee and, further in 
view of Nykoluk (6062356). Van Him Beek teaches a luggage with wheels and the support. 
Van Himeeck meets all claimed limitations except for the zipper structure. Nykoluk teaches that 
it is known in the art to provide a zipper arrangement having additional expansion along with the 
piping support. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
zipper arrangement having additional expansion as taught by Nykoluk to enable one to store 
additional material with respect to the material, either Chang or Lee teaches that it is known in 
the art to provide foamed plastic EVA in making a luggage. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to provide foamed plastic as taught by Lee to provide the desired 
material for the luggage. 

13. Claim 27, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Himbeeck rejection, as set forth above, and further in view of Kotskin, Jr. (4773515). Kotskin 
teaches that it is known in the art to provide additional section of zip fasteners. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide additional sections of zip fasteners as 
taught by Kotskin to provide additional room for the contents. 
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Regarding claim 33, Kotskin teaches that it is known in the art to provide multiple 
pipings as shown in Fig. 4. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide additional pipings as claimed to provide added support at the zipper. 

14. Claim 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Himbeeck 
rejection, as set forth above in paragraph 12, in view of Ikelheimer (6102172). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide corrugations as taught by Ikelheimer to 
enable the manufacture of the shells easily. 

15. Claims 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Himbeeck rejection, as set forth in paragraph 12, and further in view of either Nykoluk et al. 
(6629588) or Mitomi et al. (5447261). To the degree it is argued that Nykoluk combination does 
not teach the indentations at the corners. Either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi teaches that it is known 
in the art to provide indentations at the corners. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to provide indentations at the corners as taught by either Nykoluk '588 or Mitomi 
to provide the desired wheel assembly for the case. 

16. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. With 
respect to the drawings, it is noted that 37 CFR 1.83(a) requires the drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. The description in the specification insufficient 
to satisfy the requirement set forth by 37 CFR 1 .83(a). In this case, the claim recites more than 
one zipper, thus, the drawings must show more than one zipper. The drawing objection stands. 

With respect to the rejection over Nykoluk in view of Lee, Applicant asserts that the 
combination of Nykoluk and Lee is not within the scope of the claim since Nykoluk requires an 
internal frame. The examiner submits that to change the luggage material of Nykoluk, 
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including the internal frame with a molded foamed EVA as taught by Lee would have been 
obvious. The examiner submitted that the foamed EVA as taught by Lee does not have any 
internal/external perimeter framing and reinforcing side. It is noted of the comparison of the 
prior art showing the use of a reinforcing bead shown in Fig. 2 with molded foamed EVA with 
rigid sidewall (shown in Fig. 10) and also in the new the new luggage shown in Fig. 4 absent of 
any structural reinforcement. Lee also describe in the specification col. 1, In. 10-20. 

Thus, clearly, Lee taught the foamed EVA has advantages over reinforced luggage 
sidewalls similar like that of Nykoluk. Furthermore, it is noted that Lee clearly teaches the 
material can be molded into a rigid shape. 

"The material panel thus obtained is put in a die 7 
before cooling, and then pressed into a covering panel 
according to the desired shape." (col. 2, In. 37) 
With respect to the assertion that material of Lee whether it is capable to support the 
wheels, the examiner respectfully submits all that is set forth in claim 1 are base formed from 
molded material and there is no structural difference between the claimed material and the 
material as set forth in Lee. Furthermore, the examiner submits that Lee clearly teaches the 
replacement of the type of luggage with structural support similar to that of Nykoluk with 
molded foamed EVA for added durability (col. 1, In. 19). Clearly, the material in Lee is capable 
of such use with wheels. Furthermore, it is noted that Chang (20040101669) clearly teaches the 
foamed EVA (paragraph 20) can be used in luggage with wheels as shown in Fig. 1 . 
17. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tri M. Mai whose telephone number is (571)272-4541 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5 :00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Stashick can be reached on (571)272-4561 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Tri M. Mai/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3781 
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